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What Why and How 


| S tanding at the Crossroads of history, in this last decade of 
- i the twentieth century, mankind is now faced with a perplex- 

Hi ‘Transition... le 
: | ing question of fundamental importance: Which way to 
i | move? Along the path of Old Enlightenment as continuity or 
! New Renaissance as break ? Caught between barren 


AWA The Communal Politics | nostalgia and enterprising odyssey, such is the predicament. 
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| G Establiment | zone of transition will surely put an end to this paralysing 
= | status-quo. And to come out of this status-quo, a reconstruc- 
| tion of the meaning of human existence is the first step in the 


= p right direction. This is so required for overcoming the hiatus 
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i ages Press, Peking) dialogue; to communicate to all; because, when the world 

: iwelfawaits a radical redefinition, there can be no such thing 

as unproblem which does not require meaningful co-ope- 

| ration among people for its solution. 
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i of Knowledge) ' A Mao Tsetung poem has been included in this issue. 


This is a modest media effort that upholds the point oi 


Sandip Ghosal This shows how a great creative idea could be poetically ep- 
| itomised when it comes from a poet of Mao's genius. 
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Amidst great changes, it goes without saying, unity requires to be strictly issue-based. 
This collection of articles reflects the extent to which this unity has been achieved. 


But any lasting unity demands a humanising guide-line. This comes from Marx. An 
uncompromising struggle should begin ‘by ruthless criticism of all that exists .... without 
being afraid of the results it arrives at... and .... being just as little afraid of the powers that 
be.’ Such is the essence of this guide-line and in the present situation, this is embodied in the 
politics of transition as differentiated from the used-up politics of regime. 


Since one should not equate knowledge with belief and expertise with infallibility, this 


struggle of politics of transition against the powers that be must be free from intolerance and 
ethical indifference. 5 


And only people who are outside of the establishment can be expected to do this. In 


this sense, the role of informals have been highlighted here. But when they will come together 
at least to exchange opinions ? 


Given this outline of thought some readers may find reflection of their own in these 
articles. Some others may not. But difference of opinion will not be an impediment in the 
way of communication. With a genuine pluralistic outlook, every dissenting stand point will 
be respectfully taken into account and whenever possible, will be duly ventilated. Meanwhile, 
the publisher will be thankful to have critical opinion of this issue. For detailed information, 
one may also see him or write to his address. | 


TRANSITION 
INDRA NATH 


Edmund Burke once said, 'though no man can draw a stroke between the confines of night 
and day, still light and darkness are on the whole tolerably distinguishable.’ This is of course 
true in the twilight moments. But sometimes, these moments may not be clear enough for 


such demarcation particularly for the confused beings. And this is especially felt when we 
come to the twilight of history. 


Metaphorically , it will be no exaggeration, in terms of history, to state that between 
sunset and sunrise, this world of ours is nearer to a sunrise. But for the present, this twilight 
period appears to be the darkest night. This is all due to the hitherto followed old paradigm 
that fails to éxplain a state of affair, full of complexity and confusion, ambiguity and 
uncertainty. As we come closer to the year 2000, such is this period of historical transition. 
How baffling has become this period of transition! Yet this will continue to be so as long as - 
we cling to this old paradigm. With fundamental changes firmly grounded in the world situ- 
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ation, the old paradigm is indeed lost. And to be very frank, when the old world is lost, one 
should not tread the beaten path of the old paradigm. This twilight period of history must 
get rid of the old paradigm in order to understand actually what is what and for the purpose, 
a new paradigm is necessary. 


And why not? Since 1917 up to the recent past, all phenomena were to be explained 
with the help of a paradigm that suggested everything in terms of outcome of the struggle 
between the two systems : systems of capitalism and socialism. No doubt, this old paradigm 
was useful in many ways so long both the systems existed. But this no longer works today. Just 
consider some of the current questions : Why the fall of the socialist system? Why America 
enjoys for the present her unipolar moment of existence? Why Albania has converted herself 
into an Islamic state? Or, why theSecond coming of the Laissez-faire? Why the steady reduction 
in the size of the industrial proletariat? Why the ecological aspect has acquired so decisive 
significance as against our anthropocentric self-arrogance? Again, say, why the historical rise 
of self-employment? : 


Look again at our cultural scenario. No contemporary great literature; steady 
deterioration of values; drugs, sex-violence and Mafia; an immoral wasteland everywhere! 
But why ? 


The old paradigm simply fails to answer all these in a rational way. Indeed, the social 
reality is being changed radically and therefore, t}:¢ search for a new paradigm is the demand 
of the time. 


And the search begins with negation which is the beginning of everything. 
Philosophically also, we are in the state of Becoming. And for that, on the social plane, what 
was modern, has turned into Ancien Regimeand consequently, mankind isin the state of great 
movement throughout the world that creates tavourable conditions for the contemporary 
Ancien Regime to transcend into a new one. But one thing, we do not speak about a millenarian 
movement for salvation; nor do we indulge in any utopian dream of liberation. For, secular 
concept of liberation is as vague and unnecessary as the Christian notion of salvation. What 
we do speak about is this : originated in an industrial way of life, the historic society covering 
both capitalism and socialism, on maturity, has become today a matter of the past; and given 
the uneven development, this applies to the whole world, Indiaincluded. However, remnants 
of the decadent society remain; remain with the lingering effects. And the new society has yet 
to be identified. Hence this is the period of great social movement that helps historic 

- transition; and necessarily we need more and more of social justice with human essence 
unfolding; and along the line of open-ended progress. 


Meanwhile, social justice continues to be the central concern in this dialectic of social 
chənge. And this is more so in the Indian context. 


More than 40% of the Indian population live below the po: erty line and they are the 
real downuodden. Superimposed high-tech, here and there, has not changed their 
backwardness. As a matter of fact, this backwardness is both the cause and effect of poverty 
and deprivation. 


P 
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In reality, the vested interests hold the poor as prisoners of feudal bondage with the 
cunning use of d@visive principles and policies of religious separation, male domination, un- 
touchability, cast divisions and the likes. Who could deny this? Is it not a fact that the political 
power and money power, demagogy and terror, gangsterism and murder, all are skilfully 
used by all political parties to reduce humanity to a nullity? Is not the recent developments 
of the Babri Masjid-Ram Janambhumi issue is a grim pointer to this? 


And just look at our democracy! In a vast number of cases, today, representatives of 
people are elected not by the legitimate voters, but by the candidates themselves. No wonder, 
whatever democracy available, is on the verge of collapse. 


These are some of the symptoms of the epochal crisis that have taken firm grip of the 
Indian society. It is very difficult to come out of this suffocating situation. With historic society 
coming to a close, political parties in the present-day India cannot be of much help. These 
are parties belonging to this or that variety of government and this or that variety of 
establishment . Though differing between themselves, these parties, previously potentially 
and now actually belong to the modern Ancien Regime and as such these have no historical 
role to play during this current period of transition. 


But this is notali. On the other hand, the Indian social matrix is full of possibilities with 
orientation of a new kind; orientation, not of power, but of human values. Besides power- 
brokers, there are people in India who deliberately stay far away from the power-centres 
though they are very much inside the stormy vortex of the social and civil movements. 
Cutting across party lines, they assert themselves at the grass root level on a moral plane. They 
are the right-minded persons, they are informals. They fight for democratic values and 
culture. They fight for ecological balance. They fight, above all, for justice to the poor. They 
uphold c .id-means identity and the; ‘ngage in horizontal networking. In short, they are the 
Guha Neogys in the contemporary India. 


Unmistakably there are a few growth points on such frontiers as scientific- 
philosophical, ecological, green-technological, informational, ethno-national and moral- 
political, to name a few, where Indian informals are working with a new awareness of life and 
nature with a view to sustaining civil movements of the community. 


These are sectoral movements in their own right. But their further development will 
unfold only when these informals are co-ordinated by themselves on the basis of a programme 
that will ensure social justice for the have-nots. 


Such is the call of the history-in-transition. So this is also the call of human conscien: «. 
Therefore, informals should devote themselves to the search of the new paradigm and give 
priority to issues related to the growth points as stated above for building up a civilised society 
so that social justice becomes more and more possible. But in pursuit of this objective, 
pluralism of course. And not only fixity, plasticity too. This is a very chailenging task. We can 
only hope that our informak shall live up to this. And this is nota utopian dream. a 
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-© The Communal Politics of 


Establishment 
N.S. 


The catastrophe of communalism stems from the politics of the Capital-E Establishment in 
India. He who does not recognise this, fails to understand the real purpose ôf communalism 
and eventually fails to combat this menace in an effective way. We are very emphatic on this 
point. When all other manipulative means hardly work, communalism remains to be the last 
resort of the Establishment politicians in their power game which aims at nothing less than 
to continue their uninterrupted looting of wealth as before. 


This is the grim reality which can not be wished away by closing one’s eyes. Right now, 
this is all about the power of the Establishment politicians who have most shamelessly come 
out to destroy India that is Bharat. Just tell us, how many people are Indians today in India? 
Credit must go to the Establishment politicians of every brand who have successfully made 
a Hindu or a Muslim of the citizens but not one whois first ofall, an Indian! And this is exactly 
the situation that these politicians now want. 


Demolition of the 465 year old structure complex of the Babri Masjid—disputed or 
not—is no doubt the latest act of vandalism. But this particular type of communalisation of 
politics definitely has had an origin in the new power game, initiated by the Establishment 
on the eve of Indian Independence. It all started with the two-nation theory of the 
Establishment that led to the partition of India, followed shortly by assassination of Mahatma 
Gandhi. 


Thereafter, true, for a decade or so, the two-nation theory was kept dormant and a 
more or less 'secular' atmosphere prevailed in the union of India. This was possible because 
the Establishment politicians as new elites of the Indian polity overwhelmed the ruling 
National Congress and found no difficulty to grab pomp , privilege and power for their own 
benefits. 


From the mid sixties, the Nehruvian socio-economic policies began to operate under 
the law of diminishing returns. Its scope to provide masses with economic concessions 
became more and more limited as compared to their rising expectations. People began to 
distrust politicians of the Establishment despite their flamboyant unending promises to 
bring about modernisation of society through eradication of mass poverty. Therefore, for the 
Establishment politicians, the National Congress no longer remained the safest organisation 
to depend upon. The result was obvious. Disintegrated into feuding factions, these 
politicians cunningly distributed themselves among ali ihe ayailable political parties to run 
governments and thus they hoped to continue their power games of naked self-interest while 
avoiding peoples’ effective wrath against them. Throughout the seventies and eighties, the 
Establishment politicians, pursuing this practical liné of pragmatic politics, have grown 
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fabulously rich at the cost of miseries, plights and sufferings of the common 1 people: And the 
same situation continues to this day. 


With widening credibility gap, the Establishment has now become quite incapable to 
pursue its predatory game through this pragmatic policy of 'democratic' politics. Now a days 
professing such politics has at best only temporary effects only in terms of gimmick and 
demagogy; but this is not enough to put this or that feuding faction into power. The 
Establishment politicians, cannot, however, live without power. There can not be any 
confusion about this. For all practical purposes, their strategic aim is to gain power by hook 
or by crook; to cling to power as long as possible, and when lost, to regain power by any 
means. Hence the power-mongers of the Establishment have now given a virtual second lease 
of life to the most hated two-nation theory; as a result, communalism , overt and covert, has 
become the axis around which Indian politics now rotates. 


The Shah Banoo Case is a pointer to that; the Babri issuse is another; the ‘Hindutva’ 
ideology, the brain-child of the RSS-BJP-VHP combine and the Shivsena is still another; and 
the Muslim fundamentalism represented by the All India Muslim Personal Law Board, the 
AIBMAC or the BMMCC is on the same line. 


But this is not all. One can not even forget how the Marxist left joined with the 
communal forces by way of electoral seat adjustment in 1967, 1977 and 1989 in order to oust 
their ‘common enemy’ the Congress from the seat of power. Also no one can forget how the 
V.P. Singh government at the centre was supported by both the Marxist left and the BJP on 
the basis of the then ,,ower-equation. And the Rao Government continues in office till date 
with uninterrupted support from the Muslim League. 


Another oniinous development in this line is that all political parties are now anxiously 
looking for kangaroo courts in order to get special advantage in their respective power games 
and for the matter, all are out to create fanatic public opinion, each in its own specific way, 
that eventually goes against the principle of independence of the judiciary. 


We need not bother here in detail about each of the banes of this communal line of 
politics. The plain fact is this: citizens have been devalued. Citizens in India, in the main, have 
been reduced to only voters, Hindu or Muslim. Today, all political parties are interested in 
reinforcing this baneful communal division even, when necessary, with a lynch mob 
mentality to safeguard their respective vested interests. 


Hence we are now in a situation where lumpenisation of politics is all-embracing; po- 
liticisation of criminals is complete; and criminalisation of communal question is so 
imposing. 


Thus if demolition of the Babri Masjid structure made December 6 of 1992 a black 
Sunday, the horrible misuse of Article 356 of the Constitution for dismissing the BJP- run 
State Governments is nothing but continuation of the same power game of the Establishment 
and this has made 1992 as the blackest year in the annals of the Indian republic. 
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But at the same time, in India, this is also a turning point of history. Before the sands 
of ume run out, we must realise that our polity's slithering into abyss of communalism and 
communal politics as such can not be halted by our own surrendering to the Establishment 
politicians. Rather we should get rid of these Establishment political parties that have 
become deadwood of overextension as we want to build up a democratic and pluralistic 
contour of our polity . And this is possible only if the problem of communalism itself is 
redefined in real contexts as stated above. In fact, fighting against communalism definitely 
requires today a determined fight against the heinous politics of the Establishment. And here 
comes the role of informals. Indeed, an immense historical responsibility devolves today on our Indian 
informals. Responding to the needs of the time, only informals can speak out the truth as they 
are, by definition, not interested to become members of the Establishment which itself has 
become a cancerous growth on the body politic. 


But whatis this truth ? The truth is that frontal attack on democracy, instead of fighting 
communalism, undoubtedly strengthens buth communalism and despotism, the double 
„ weapons of the Establishment in perpetuating its power games. The truth is that the solution 
lies in a fundamental reconstitution of this society that will unfold itself into a civic society 
that is hopefully civilised; that upholds right morality and just reason; upholds worth of 
human personality and inalienable human rights within a framework of religious tolerance 
where any communal infringement on freedom of conscience is inadmissible. 


Towards fulfilment of this goal, this future society may or may not choose to have a new 
political set-up which is a federation, but not necessarily of the traditional type. Can it be in 
the form of free union of sovereign states and peoples with a minimal union gove. nment? 
Will this future society provide its citizens, as some people say, Free Choice of Terntory and Free 
Choice of Government as the further development of man’s fundamental rights? All these are, 
of course debatable points. But what is not debateable is the pre-condition of this future 
society. . . 


This pre-condition is precisely, the beginning of a popular struggle against the 
communal political power of the Establishment which is the most concentrated expression 
of all the evils from which we suffvr in the contemporary India. 


For us, such is the presentation of the problem so as to solve it! 


The present generation of informals is the hinge of history. And we have reason to 
expect that the Indian informals would do everything to defeat this sinister politics of the Es- 
tablishment. This is because a resolute No to the Establishment Politicians is the only 
meaningful Yes to the anti-communal real secularism in this country. a 
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Two Birds : A Dialogue 


Mao Tsetung 
—to the tune of Nien Nu Chiao 

Autumn 1965 
The roc wings fanwise, “Where, may I ask?” 
Soaring ninety thousand li The sparrow replies, 
And rousing a raging cyclone. “To a jewelled palace in elfland’s hills.- 
The blue sky on his back, he looks down Don’t you know a triple pact was signed 
To survey Man's world with its towns and cities. Under the bright autumn moon two years ago? 
Gunfire licks the heavens, : There'll be plenty to eat, 
Shells pit the earth. Potatoes piping hot, 
A sparrow in his bush is scared stiff. Beef-filled goulash.” 
“This is one hell of a mess! “Stop your windy nonsense! 
O I want to flit and fly away.” Look, the world is being turned upside down.” 


E 
How Real is ‘Unreal’? 


(or, How to Combat Arrogance in the Field of Knowledge) 
SANDIP GHOSAL 


Itis often said that quantum mechanics is the most difficult and disputed theory that came 
into existence in the scientific world from early twentieth century. It is also well known that 
Albert Einstien, whose theory of Relativity also got the ignominy of becoming another 
difficult-to-understnd theory, had himself found quantum mechanics and its postulates 
unacceptable to his deterministic world-view. Nevertheless as a tool to understand nature, 
quantum mechanics flourished, with many of the early hypotheses eventually getting ex- 
perimental evidence in subsequent researches. As late as in 1982 a team of scientists led by 
Alain Aspect of University of ParisSouth in France completed a series of experiments 
designed to detect the underlying reality below the unreal world of quantum. They came out 
successful and hence proving even Einstien to be the unfortunate dissenter who failed to 
agree with Niels Bohr over what we call the weird happenings at the quantum level. What 
Bohr and his associates concluded is known as the Copenhagen interpretation of Quantum 
Mechanics, which after the success of Aspect's experiments purports to be the most 
convincing theory to understand the yuantum reality. 


The basic truth tehind quantum mechanics is thatunlike the macro-world or the world 
we experience with our perception, at the micro level of matter, all the causal relationship 
breaks down and every phenomenon is guided by a factor of uncertainty. We can not, say, 


8 January 1993 @ Transition 


» 


know both the position and momentum ofan electron at the same time. If we want to measure 

or observe one, our very act of observation will make the other factor uncertain. There is 

however a mathematical certainty that the product of both will be constant. This is the famous 

uncertainty principle of Werner Heisenberg. Heisenberg was a favourite student of Niels 

Bohr, who, at the time when the former came out with uncertainty principle, was grappling 
to solve in his own way, another philosophical problem of Physics—the wave-particle duality. 
Bohr elaborated his idea of complementarity in the light of uncertainty relation. He said that 
in classical physics we imagine a system of interacting particles to function like clockwork 
regardless of the act of observation by any observer, but in quantum level the observer 
interacts with the system in such an extent that the system can not be thought of as an 
independent one. While we are choosing to measure the position of a particle precisely, we 
force a particle to develop more uncertainty in its momentum and vice versa. The same with 
Wwave-particle duality; while we are performing our experiment to find the particle nature of 
an electron, we eliminate the chance of getting the wave properties at the same time. 

Together these two theories constituted what became known as the Copenhagen interpretation 
of quantum mechanics. The city got its relevance because Bohr was Danish by birth and his 
institute was situated there. It can be inferred from these statements that the universe as seen 
in light of Copenhagen interpretation is a participatory one, which implies that as if the universe 
comes into existence when it is looked at, otherwise it remains in a curious state of suspended 
animation. This bizarre phenortienon challenges our experience with nature and thus places 
quantum reality at loggerheads with our day to day experience . However, the Copenhagen 
interpretation magnificently revealed the internal consistency of the quantum theory, a 
consistency which was purchased at the price of renouncing the determinism and objectivity 
of the material world. 


If the Copenhagen interpretation sounds bizarre, the version of quantum reality which we 
will now look into will be nothing less than incredible. Known as the Many Worlds or Many 
Universes theory, itwas first stated by Hugh Evereut, a graduate student of Princeton University 
in 1957. Subsequently developed by Bryce Dewitt and Neil Graham, this theory suggests that 
our world or our universe may not be the only universe that is existing; wrapped in space and 
in timealso there may be myriad of universes and most important ofall, our act of observation 
determines the universe in which we are destined to exist. This theory received initial 
encouragement from John Archibald Wheeler, the famous American astro-physicist. The 
concept was quickly accepted by science fiction writers as a favourite recipe and till today a 
number of science fictions have been written based on parallel world or parallel universes 
reality. It may sound crazy but the many worlds theory in directly linked with the Copenhagen 
interpretation, which says that any quantum phenomenon has got its own wave function of 
either happening or not-happening, and whenever an observer observes it, that wave 
function collapses, whereas according to many-worlds interpretation the alternative wave 
functions do not collapse by the act of observation. When we make a measurement at the 
quantum level, we are forced by the process of observation to select one of the alternative 
wave functions, all of which are real, which subsequently becomes part of the rval world which 


Transition @ January 1993 9 


E 
d 


eiA Ta eR oo . aT ahne Ta attan 


we see. The consequences of the Everett theory is best explained by Bryce Dewitt, ‘Our 
universe’ says Dewitt 'must be viewed as constantly splitting into a stupendous number of 
branches. Every quantum transition taking place on every star, in every galaxy, in every 
remote corner of the universe is splitting our local world into myriads of copies of itself. "Here 
is schizophrenia with a vengeance. To state it poetically, we can quote Francis Thompson who 
wrote, ‘All things by immortal power/Near or far/Hiddenly/To each other linked are/That 
thou can not stir a flower/without troubling of a star.': This definitely. points towards the 
possibility of human being as well as also human consciousness getting multipliéd and 
multiple universes with multiple copies of the same organism. The reality of one's body, as 
well as consciousness split into millions and millions of copies is bewildering but,the Everett 
theory says that this splitting process in unobservable because the replicated consciousness 
can not communicate with its sibling. The separate worlds are completely disconnected from 
each other and no communication can be established between them. 


But where are these other worlds? Mathematically speaking, scientists can always 
conceive about other worlds curled up into extra dimensions. Notwithstanding the Everett 
theory there is always a mathematical possibility of worlds having eleven or more dimensions. 
These multi-dimensional worlds may reside in superspaces in and around us, quite 
unrecognisable by our sensory perception, which fails to interpret anything residing outside 
our three dimensional reality. Just like the proverbial two dimensional creature who find it 
impossible to realise our three dimensional existence. In a pancake world, nothing called 
volumeis familiar as it handles only length and breadth and volumeis associated with the extra 
third dimension of height. Similarly, if there is any extra dimension perpendicular to height, 
length and breadth, our perception will fail to recognise it. Everett's many worlds suggests a 
model of reality in which space is just a three dimensional subspace belonging to a 
superspace that really contains an infinity of perpendicular directions, an idea difficult to 
visualise but can be tackled by mathematics. 


The uncertainty principle is however nicely taken care of by the Dewitt theory. The in- 
determinacy to simultaneously measure the position and momentum of an electron gets a 
new explanation in the light of this theory. The statistical nature of uncertainty principle is ~ 
quite fundamental in quantum mechanics; it is not that the probability factor comes into 
existence because of the inability of precise measurements, it is because the complete 
information is hidden from us in the other world into which we have no access. Thus 
according to this theory, the superspace is completely deterministic as a whole but we get the 
randomness in reality because we are never able to consider it in its whole. 


The many worlds interpretation was completely rejected by the scientists at -he time of 
its publication. Ii tie late 1960 s Bryce Dewitt took it up and was shocked to accept the ‘idea 
of 10 ' slightly imperfect copies of oneself all constantly splitting into other | opies.’ He 
however concluded that 'The view from where Everett, Wheeler and Graham sit is Wuly 
impressive, yet it is a complete causal view which even Einstein might have accepted,.... it has 
a better claim than most to be the natural end-product of the interpretation program begun 
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by Heisenberg in 1925.' Wheeler, of course subsequently expressed his doubt over the whole 
business. He said later on, 'I confess that I have reluctantly had to give up my support of that 
point of view in the end—much as I advocated it in the beginning—because I am afraid 
it carries too great a load of metaphysical baggage.’ Indeed the metaphysical baggage 
becomes heavy to accept the many worlds reality but that is equally true with respect to 
Copenhagen interpretation. 

Butitis obvious that majority of scientists found Copenhagen interpretation to be the more 
acceptable option. British mathematician and physicist Roger Penrose summed up the mary- 
worlds controversy by stating that, '.... Despite the unpleasant nature (at least to me) of such 
a scheme and the multitude of problems and inadequacies that it present us with, it can not 
be ruled out as a possibility.’ The Everett theory apart, Soviet physicist (obviously of the 
erstwhile Soviet Union) Moisei Markov also talked about multiple universes, built from 
another point of view. According to his theory, if a collapsing great mass called Black Hole 
has got an electric change like an electron, it can not get completely isolated from outside 
world. He stated that at the microscopic level the world consists of countless other constantly 
changing worlds connected among themselves by infinitely complex relationship character- 
izing our universe. The struc! ire of such worlds is not clear although the possibility of them 
existing in our universe does not contradict the law of naiure known to physics today. 


Where dowe go from here? Weare not putting our stakes on Everett's theory as the only 
way to understand reality. The debate may even end in total rejecuon of many universes 
concept, but what will continue is scientists’ and philosophers’ unending effort to 
understand nature. It is also becoming clear, as new theories are coming up — the latest 
being the sfring or the super-string theory—that this theoretical exercise is open and also far 
from the type «- deterministic views as we are accustomed with. In the light of quantum 
mechanics, reality conjures up everything, thus making ground for mysticism to grew rich. 
This is a very uneasy outcome of the weird nature of quantui. mechanics as every sort of 
mystic theories get a new lease of life in the quantum reality. From Uri Geller’s astounding 
feats to Zen Buddhism and Indian Tantra, everything found relevance in quantum happenings. 
But these should not deter one to accept the real message the sub-atomic reality transmits and 
this has been quite correctly put forward by Max Jammer, one of the most articulate quantum 
philosophers. In connection with the multi-universe theory he said, '(It) is undoubtedly one 
of the most daring and most ambitious theories ever constructed in the history of science .' 
And as John Gribbin says, quite literally it explains everything including the life and death of cats. 
As an incurable optimist it is the interpretation of quantum mechanics that appeals most to 
him. AlI things are possible and by our action we choose our own paths through the many 
worlds of the quantum. This is rude and shocking enough in the world in which we live: what 
, ou see is what you get; there are no hidden variables; God does not play dice and everything 
‘sreal, Of the many anecdotes told and retold about Niels Bohr is thatwhen someone came 
to. him with a wild idea purporting to resolve one of the puzzles of quantum mechanics in 
1920, he replied, ‘Your theory is crazy, but is it crazy en-ugh to be true.’ 
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If one goes by the logic of Niels Bohr, then many universes tur, ept is crazy enough to be 
true And thus it challenges the invincibility of other theories clainungy io be scientific. This 
scientific basis has become bogey word for any theory and has beco: , 14,5] to discard others. 
The word scientific may sound romantic and thus making itimperat s for everyone to dispel 
of any amount of indeterminacy that may come in the way of ou, 
reality. One can also justify that there is an element of circular Te ing in calling a theory 
scientificand thus claiming its invincibility and vice versa. This ultn...., jy Jeads to a static and 
closed concept about nature and reality. Many universes theory is «:.-*«,f the few alternative 
thinking which challenges this conceptual arrogance and reopen: 
our sweetest dreams some times think, has ended for ever. . 


tirmey to understand 


e debate, which we in 


(It is worth mentioning that the essay has been written NEHA on The basis of John 
_Gribbin's Jn search of Schroidinger's Cat, V. Komarov's This fascinating / 
Other worlds.) 


omy and Paul Davis’ 


Marxian Socialism and The Next Higher Form: of Social Life : 
An Alternative View of Historism 


BHUPEN SEN 


Tue latter (of ear: 


pair of opposites) 
having changed 


“rumes the former 
and this again ha ., changed becomes 


the latter - HERACH sy 75 


K arl Marx and Frederick Engels put forward the concepi of. - .. RaT : ' 
Pr -assless formation o: 


communist ‘society’ with socialism as its beginning. For them, this v. only means to end 


exploitation of man by man. History, however, responded in a difi: way. Indeed, history 


is endowed with a temporal sense of poetic justice which is essentix ‘cpartial. Therefore 
artial. ; 


in the process of formation and dissolution of societies and regime: 47; a}ism in the Soviet 


Union was her reward; but as the industrial society is on the way tc -, dissolution of the 


Soviet Union has come as her latest judgement by way of puni: at Ehis:is neitlier 


unnatural nor unjust and we do notrepent fort! u. 


And there is something more. Due to the collapse of Marxi —. „lism, the ‘utopian 


nature of communism has become exposed. But Marx also hada the + history. ‘This new 


conception of history, however,’ Engels wrote, 'was of supreme sio: 
] 5 


; : x «uce for the socialist 
outlook." Therefore, with the fall of socialism, Marx’s theory o: 


7 economic basis of 


. ' . ý . . . . . 
yey = 5 4 
soc’ y" which forms the corner-stone of his historical materialism, -, is proved to be an 


adialectical obsession. But, then, how social formations have to l. «421. ped? Í there any 


reliable pattern of development to depend upon? Again, what is the :«,, i auer Society? And 


with what regimes ? For us, the search in the matter is imperative + ,,, ial obligation. 
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_ Some people however maintain that reconstruction of Marxian socialism is possible. 
Naturally, this has ensued a debate over this issue which in the final analysis is, in our opinion, 
the debate between truth of faith and truth of reason. i 


That is why we must go through this debate first. And in this, we, on our part, shall 
depend upon dialectical methodology which does not indulge in any fanciful imagination 
and endeavour to uphold truth of reason as against truth of faith. 


Is reconstruction possible ? 


As a matter of fact, capitalism began as the domination of capital over labour and socialism” 
in its turn, also began as the domination of labour over capital. But this is so strictly in terms 
of historical type. Because, only historical types are capable to exhibit how domination shifts 

_ from one pole to the other in the developing process of social life wherein capitalism was 
succeeded by socialism at a certain stage. And this historical type of socialism as the relational 
opposite of capitalism is available in its most complete form only in Marxian socialism which 
is essentially an archetypal framework that ensures, theoretically, labour’s domination over 
capital by founding a dictatorship of the proletariat together with leading role of communist 
party, supported by an administrative - command method of centralised economy. From 
Marxist point of view, such rigorous theoretical stipulation was a necessity because 
establishment of communism was the historical mission of the world proletariat and for this, 
socialism as its first stage had to begin with domination of labour over capital. This concept 
of Marxian socialism as the historical type was however very much objectified in socialism of 
the Soviet Union. 


But capitalism gave way to socialism as it lost its domination. Soviet socialism, too, which 
began with a dictatorship of the proletariat over capital, following the politica! law of 
diminishing returns, gradually developed into a dictatorship of the party elites over the 
proletariat; and now has eventually fallen. Hence, Marxian Socialism must give way to a 
qualitatively new social formation as further development of the socio-historical process. 
Those who deny this, just fail to grasp the essence of dialectics. 


€ 


We want to point out with due emphasis that a historical type is such thatin the forward 
movement of progress, this does not occur twice. To be sure, history has no example of 
reconstruction, once historical type is lost. This is clear from the fact that though the 
remnants of feudalism survive even today, we can never conclude that reconstruction of 
European feudalism as a historical type, meanwhile has become possible. Or take the case 
of slavery. Slave-holding formation of the Roman Villa that existed for a period of 300 years 
cannot reappear, even ifit is so desired, though some ofits effects continue to exist even now. 
Indeed, persistent effects of remnants of a historical type does n-timply its recurrence; nor 
does it suggest that reconstruction of the same is feasible. 


In other words, there is always an ‘axial time’ as we borrow a term from Karl Jasper, that 
prepares the objective condition for appearance of a historical type and this specific axial 
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time, once passed, never does come again. Therefore, the idea of reconstruction of Marxian 
socialism is basically anti-historical and as such, stands rejected by us without any hesitation. 


Nevertheless, the idea of reconstruction persists. There are people who say yes to the 
idea of reconstruction; though they widely differ in their approaches. Some people, to begin 
anew, speak about a back to Lenin concept; also there are others who, depending upon a back 
to Marx concept, declare that the 1917 Revolution was premature as the then Russia was an 
underdeveloped country with little capitalist growth; there are still others including power- 
brokers in the Marxist establishments who hope to rebuild Marxian Socialism following the 
teachings of Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin; and occasionally by invoking even Mao. 


One need not labour very much to realise that there are some innocent communists 
who think on the above lines in a mood of penance that emanates from truth of faith, a hollow 
shell of conservatism. But the underlying idea is clear; if struggle for socialism was not 
abandoned after downfall of the Paris Commune, why one should give up it now following 
dissolution of the Soviet Union? This, then, is the subject matter of the debate on reconstruc- 
tion and we must answer it. 


By asserting the historic fall of Marxian socialism, we, however, like to point out that 
the disintegration of the Paris Commune is not similar to that of the Soviet Union. Indeed, 
the Paris Commune was suppressed but the Soviet Union suffered a fall from within. On this 
view, the Paris Commune and the Soviet Union, taken together, constitute the single process 
of a coherent historical type as opposed to and higher than capitalism. The nascent Paris 
Commune was just emerging and had a historic future; and this had its fruition and fulfilment 
in the fully developed regime of the Soviet Union in a real process of history. 


Therefore, the new debate must not be looked upon as the continuation of the old 
debate that was’ started after the suppression of the Paris Commune in‘ 1871. The central 
point of the old debate was.this : how socialism could be achieved? but the new debate poses 
an altogether different question : What is wrong with Marxian socialism ? 


As a matter of fact, today, the pertinent question is whether the communist movement 
with its outstanding revolutionary tradition has been able to provide a scientific remedy that 
would put an end to the persisting enigma of exploitauon of man by man as was dreamt of 
by Marx and Engels, In other words, we are bound to ask: is the goal of founding acommunist 
regime via its first phase as socialism, a realistic historical aim or an outright utopia ? 


The utopia of communism 


No doubt, capitalism was more progressive than the immediate past regime of feudalism; 
similarly, compared to capitalism, socialism represented a higher and more progr essive form 
of man’s social life. For Marx and Engels, however, progress meant, in the ultimate analysis, 
establishment of a classless communist ‘society’ which is at the same time, a ‘society’ without 
private property. Just recall the world mission of the proletariat. Both Marx and Engels 
declared,' The theory of the Communist may be summed up in the single sentence : Abolition 
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of Private Property.” Marxism also states that in order to end exploitation of man by man 


finally and irrevocably, withering away of sate is the histor: cal perenne and ‘for the state | 
to wither away completely, complete communism is necessary." 


Therefore, in Marxist sense of things, historical progress as transition from an 
exploiting social formation to one free from exploitation can be nothing but capitalism 


finally succeeded by communism. 


In this framework, formation of Wild Socialist System can not be an end in itself. 
Without complete communism ona world scale, in fact, socialism is nothing from the world 


historical standpoint of the proletariat. 

The 1977 constitution of the.then USSR in its preamble states, "The supreme goal of 
the Soviet state is the building of a classless « »mmunist society in which there will be public, 
communist self-government." And it was 1“ «vonid Breznev who said, interalia, in his report 
the Lenin Centenary meeting, ‘For the firm tine in the history of world civilisation, socialism 
has scored a full and final victory, a dev” Joped socialist society has been built and the 
conditions have been created for the construction of communism.” But it was not only 
Breznev who, besides Marx and Engels, played with such a utopian dream. What about 
_ Lenin? In 1920, Lenin himself declared, “1 he generation of the people who are now at the 

_age of fifty, can not expect to see a communist society. This generation will be gone before 
that. But the generation of those who are now fifteen will see a communist society and will 
first build this society. Lenin was followed by Stalin, Mao and Khruschev who also played 
the same tune. Even Gorbachev in his first year as the head of the CPSU expressed his firm 
conviction in building up a communist ‘s’ icty’ as the final stage of socialism. 


But what happened to this developed socialism is now known to us. The Soviet 
socialism has just collapsed. One should n”t forget to note that conspiracy and subversion 
from outside, though powerful, cannot be 1 basic cause of the disintegration of the soviet 
Union. The collapse of Marxian sociahern is the outcome of the internal antagonistic 
contradictions between communist elites „nt exploited labour within the Soviet regime as 
because though the concept of emancipation remained essentially intact, practice was 


radically changed over time. 


Since in the Marxist theory, socialie«! 13 meaningful only in its organic relation with 

? 
communism, with the fall of Marxian ss~ '#lism, the concept of communism becomes 
groundless and hence irrelevant and to» +> «xtent, Marxism, taken as a whole, also has 


become historically obsolete. 


' But why communism is dialectically untenable ? Our counter -question is this : is it 
possible to have a social formation in which stale wi(hirs away : }? In our view, production and power 
are dual aspects of the process of man’s se 14] living. Since his emergence from nature, man, 
is always with production and always with power, even in primitive communities; though 
these were rudimentary in the beginning #2 the social process itself was in a formative stage. 
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If one accepts dialectics as methodology, he will must also note that production without 
power or power without production cannot exist. Therefore, as in the past, state as the organ 
of power and market that organises production shall always remain in social life of man 
whatever be the future modifications so long as mankind continues its existence. 


Likewise, exploitation and conservation as relational opposites, constitute the single 
whole; as such, from dialectical point of view, a social formation in which exploitation is 
forever eliminated to give rise to a permanent unipolar existence of only conservation will 
never have occasion to occur. . 


Indeed, in a given process, permanent unipolarity of one of the aspects by way of 
complete elimination of its opposite aspect never happens. And this is the dialectical reason 
why pr¢mitive communism is a myth and future communism, too, is an outright Utopia. 


a 


But unfortunately enough, this onesided unipolar determination as a concept 
prevades Marx's whole theory of historical materialism. This concept was extended to social 
being when Marx wrote in 1859, 'It is not the consciousness of men that determines their 
being but on the contrary, their social being that determines their consciousness.” In other 
words, between social existence and consciousness, social existence was accorded forever the 
exclusive privilege of onesided unipolar determination as against consciousness. And the 
same exclusive privilege was most dogmatically accorded, above all, to economics, economic 
surplus-value as source of exploitation included, as against politics. If this thesis of Marx is 
valid, it is econoinic exploitation that always becomes the only determinant in man’s social 
life and consequently, political exploitation can never play, even for once, the role of a 
determinant. 


But is the basis of all social formations always economic? What is then the basis of the 
Soviet socialism ? Economics or politics? Here we wai.’ to note that to go into such questions 
is certainly not to indulge in idle intellectual exercises. The illusion that Marx’s exclusively 
economic interpretation of history is infallible is one of the worst kind of illusions and it is 
time that we must get rid of this illusion from the position of truth of reason. 


The dogma of invariable economic basis 


è 
Soviet socialism as a historical type is the direct refutation of Marx’s theory of history i.e. 
historical materialism which is organised around an invariable economic basis of ‘Society’. 
In 1894, Engels in his letter to H. Starkenburg pointed out that both he and Marx regarded 
‘economic relations’ as the ‘determining basis af history of society' and also that 'the 
economic relations, however much they maybe influenced by the other -the political and 
ideological relations, are still ultimately the decisive ones.’* This concept in the form of 
complete statement was first introsluced by Marx. in 1859 in his Preface to A Contribution to 
the Critique of Political Economy. In the 1859 Preface, Marx wrote, ‘The sum total of these 
relations of productions constitutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation 
on which rises a legal and political superstructure." Indeed, the 1859 preface dogmatically 
asserts, in more than one way, the invariability of economic basis of ‘society’, the core of 
Marx's historical materialism. 
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But validity of the economic basis as an invariable phenomenon cannot be empirically 
confirmed. Lenin in his State and Revolution, came to the conclusion: ‘unti! the higher phase 
of communism arrives, the socialists demand the strictest control by society and by the state 
over the measure of labour and the measure of consumption.'” 


Thus with the victorious October Revolution, the Soviet socialism had had a political 
basis in the form of dictatorship of the proletariat upon which an economic superstructure 
was erected. In the 1859 Preface, politics is forever doomed to remain a superstructure, 
always an epiphenomenon of economic basis and never the other way round. But Lenin's is 
real socialism with a political basis is a sharp denial of the 1859 Preface. 


But notwithstanding this, Marxian socialism has been always displayed as though the 
same has had an economic basis always so that this could be put in line with the 1859 Preface. 


2 


However, this does not mean that Marxian socialism could have avoided its collapse 
only if it had an economic basis as was claimed. No. Socislism, as a historical type, after living 
a life of its own, has met with its social death and this ix an inexorable law of history. The 
political basis of Marxian socialism in reality only proves this : the thesis of the 1859 Preface 
cannot be empirically confirmed. 


But a question may be posed here. If one sided determination of basis by only 
economics is not valid, how and in what relations the contradictory opposites of economics 
and politics co-exist in social formation? Is there a patte: 1? We say, yes, there is a pattern. But 
how ? 


In our view, social relational opposites work through the social mechanism of basis and super- 
structure. That is why economics and politics, market and state, ur say, production and power, all these 
exist in a dialectical interaction around basis and superstructure of all social formations. Each of the 
relational opposites of a given social formation, though does not eliminate the other, 
nevertheless acquires domination over the other opponite for a period of time and hence 
each of the two becomes in turn basis of a social formation as the same develops in the 
dynamic process from lower to higher stage. Thus, formation of basis by each of both economics and 
politics, in turn, is the pattern. At a given stage, therefore, i1 economics forms basis of a social 
formation, politics occupies its superstructure; and as thie given stage develops into next 
higher stage, politics in turn forms basis with a corresponding superstructure of economics. 
One cannot but note that, here, we have dichotomised social activities into those of 


economical and political. But this is not to suggest that importance of religion, ideology 
etc. can be ignored; what we do really suggest is that in the discussion of social mechanism, 
religion, ideology etc. are meanitigful only when they are expressed in political forms. rlence 
these have been grouped toget'.. -in the broad catey«y of politics. This is so in order to 


facilitate application of dialectical methodology in the interaction between economics and 


politics. 


That is why it stands to reason that capitalism has «1 economic basis and socialism in 


turn accr.1ires a political basis. 
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But the adialectical thesis of the only economic basis, as a made-easy type of solution, 
provoked Marx and Engels to hope for elimination of exploitation of man by man by 
virtually putting all emphasis only on socialisation of economic means of production and for 
that they advocated the founding of communism via socialism as a kind of panacea. 


But now Marxian socialism has collapsed. Consequently the panacea could no longer 
be put into practice. Hence, we must take a fresh look at history; why? To puzzle out the 
engima of exploitation on a rational basis; and to find out the next higher forms of man's 
social life. And such a fresh look at history no doubt rejects Marx's historical materialism in 
its essential aspect as embodied in the 1859 preface; but this does not reject historism as such 
which is necessarily required to answer the fundamental question of our social life in a 
dialectical way. 


Exploitation, conservation and fundamental question of social life 


Since the beginning of civilisation, oppressed people have all time fought for social justice 
and as a result, forms of exploitation have been continuously modified; but exploitation i.e. 
expropriation of a given surplus by the elites has nevertheless persisted. And not only 
exploitation; along with it, conservation i.e. preservation by providing a number of given 
necessities, too, has persisted. 


The point to note is that exploitation and conservation do occur not only between men 
themselves in regimes but also between man and nature in society; because, each of both 
society and regime is a combination of basis and superstructure in terms of domination and 
subordination. 


Therefore, what relations of exploitation and conservation exist between men themselves 
alongwith what interaction with natiire and with what economic and political means — such is the 
fundamental question of man’s social life. tii other words, this what necds to be explained by a 
how: how societies and regimes become first relevant and then obsolete leading to 
exploitation and conservation in terms of nature, economics and politics? This, then, is the 
subject matter of a historism we are looking for. 


But this historism is very differen€ from that of Marx and Engels. To be sure, a proper 
historism of social formations does exhibit a pattern of sequential alteration between relational 
opposites. But Marxian treatment of history does not deal with such a pattern and therefore, 
Marx’s historical materialism is essentially devoid of dialectical methodology. In our view, 
this pattern is of crucial importance; this pattern was present in the past and shall continue 
to be present in the future as well and thus this pattern helps one to find out future social 


‘formations in a reliable way. 
So, what is this historicism ? 


This historism, to begin with, first ofall, differentiates regime from society as these ure 
two distinctly different concepts. In Marx, these two are lumped together in a single concept 
of ‘society’ which, we, however, reject. In our opinion, society is the domain of relations 
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between man and nature in terms of domination; but regimes are administrative - economic 


set-ups and contain relations between men themselves around production and power, also 
in terms of domination. 


Itremains to note that history of man’s social life develops in stages. At each stage, there 
appears a historic society that is mediated through a kind of bipolar regimes, also of historical 
types, that are mutually opposite in character. 


It is man’s techno-cultural attitude to nature and his interaction with nature leading 
to a pattern of alternating domination and subordination that determines how men obtain 
materials from nature and turn them into useful objects of production and power for 
sustaining social life. This constitutes historic society which is above all, a techno-cultural 

` relationship between man and nature . $ 


Viewed in this way, mankind have had so far three types of historic society, namely, a 
hunting - gathering society dominated by man; next comes, an agricultural society in which 
nature dominates and thereafter, an industrial society is in existence where man has 
dominated over nature most ruthlessly till now. 


Historic regimes, however, work under the overall coverage of a given historic society. 
Here, too, a pattern of alternating domination and subordination of economics and politics 
obtaining in the relations between men themselves control the process of regimes. Bipolar 
regimes as such however do not appear simultaneously; the new techno-culture sets the 
conditions in which the initial regime is born with an economic basis of production; on 
maturity, it becomes obsolete and its opposite, the end regime with a political basis of power 
emerges; the same also, after living a life, looses all its relevance. 


The passage from the initial regime to its opposite end regime completes the process 
of a given historic society that too meanwhile becomes duly obsolete and is compelled to give 
way through a period of transition to a new techno-cultural mode, appropriate for the time 
and this heralds the coming of a new higher form of society and regime in the endless process 
of development. 


Concretely speaking, pre-tribal and post-tribal community regimes mutually opposite 
in character belong to the hunting-gathering society; on their dissolution, agricultural 
society had its bipolar regimes, slave-holding and feudal; their obsolence gave way to an 
industrial society with capitalism and socialism as opposite regimes. ; 


Thus only this historism as stated above, puts dialectical emphasis on the pattern of 
sequential alternation between relational opposites; that is why,this alone can explain out 
both exploitation and conservation in a rational way. 


First, let us look at society. When man dominates over nature, he adopts an anti-nature 
attitude and as a result, his techno-culture exploits nature; and as nature revolts in “ourse of 
time, man is compelled to become pro-nature in order to take concrete measures for nature's 
conservation. Each of historic society by being anti-nature and pro-nature in sequential 
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alternation, thus produces both exploitation and conservation in a patterned formation and 
this cannot.be otherwise. Here we firmly assert that this societal pattern in man-nature 
relations has been completely ignored in the theory of Marxism-Leninism. 


But in Marxism-Leninism, the most neglected is the domain of regime. As we look to 
regime (‘society’ in Marxian term), it must be made clear that Marx did not deal with the 
problem of exploitation and conservation in a dialectical way. First, conservation as the 
relational opposite of exploit ition was not given a systematic treatment worthy of its name. 
Second, as we have already stated, political exploitation was denied the due emphasis it 
deserved. Third, treatment of economic exploitation i.e. unpaid labour was thoroughly 
misleading. The Prometheus in Marx promised a communist society, free from the curse of 
economic exploitation; though the Adam Smith in Marx knew very well that elimination of 
wpe labour was not at all possible. Just consider what Marx wrote in his Critique of the Gotha 

1 ogramme: Working man ‘receives back from society — after the deductions have been made 
— exactly what he gives to it." But euphemism apart, is it not a case of coming back to square 
one? For, these deductions are nothing but unpaid labour leading to economic exploitation 
and these deductions are absolutely necessary for reproduction of social wealth in all social 
regimes including that of so-called communism. Indeed, a prisoner of its own formulation, 
Marxism cannot explain out the cnigma of exploitation. 


Following the alternative historism, stated above, we on our part like to put exploitation 
and conservation in a dialectical framework. 


In our opinion, in regimes also, masses are never only exploited nor are only 


conserved. 


But what-types of exploitation and conservation do occur in regimes? 


Let us see. We have already stated how economics and politics function around basis 
and superstructure of a given rc time. Now we have to relate exploitation and conservation 
with economics and politics in order to find out the types. 


Exploitation may take either economic or political form: similarly, conservation. But 
in ocial regimes, exploitation is always the effect of basis; and į onservation is always the effect 
of superstructure. And this is never the other way round. Thus, when basis is economic, it 
produces economic exploitation; but when basis is political, it produces an exploitation that 
is political. Superstructure too, on the same line, produces in turn either economic conser- 
vation or political conservation. 


But there exists a uniquely patterned dialectical relationship between these categories 
of relational opposites. And this is most important to note. 


This unique pattern is such that economic exploitation through bast, is attended always by a 
cori. ponding political conservation in superstructure; and similarly, politica! exploitation through 
basis gives rise to an economic conservation through superstructure as a rule. 


Iaa ee 
20 January 1993 8 Transition 


Sea 
Looking back to history, we find that man's social life first began with production of 


material wealth as the primary concern and power just sustained it. Keeping this in view, we 
may now try to understand how this unique pattern runs through formation of all hitherto 


existing regimes. 

The starting point of man’s social life lies in the pretribal communal regime of a 
hunting-gathering society. Since a perfectly homogeneous whole is a real impossibility, it can 
be reasonably stated that this initial regime of the first society was not homogeneous in ils 
structure. It is also necessary to note that within this given primitive community, social 
differentiation in terms of ability was present from the beginning. Differentiated means of 
social life, both of production and power were just emerging and hence were rudimentary in 


forms. és 


It was therefore natural that the pre-tribal community regime was to be led by a man 
of superior ability. N eedless to say, people of this historical.type of initial regime were afraid 
of nature and were very much preoccupied with problems of livelihood for sheer survival. 
Under such conditions, primitive subsistence could be only collective; hence, economic and 
political means ther cof were placed under monitoring and control of the yet nominal leader 
of superior ability. ‘Mus this initial regime could not but have an economic basis producing 
economic exploitation with a corresponiding political su perstructure that produced political 
conservation. In other words, in this initial regime, a larger share of the produced wealth was 
given to the nominal leader who was able to ensure a kind of ‘collective secunty’ for all the 
people under his « ontrol by way of conservation. 


But post-tribal community regime necessarily had a basis of political exploitation. As 
complexity of socia! life became cumulative, state and market came out of embryonic forms; 
consequently, this cnd regime of the hunting-gathering society, larger in population and in 
territory, succeeded the initial regime. People in this end regime had their own means of 
production; notwithstanding this, this regime was marked by social hierarchies, hereditary 
inequalities and wealth differentials. Writings about ancient Mesopotemia of the 3rd 
millennia B.C., to «ite only one example, bear testimony to this fact. Functions in this end 
regime were to maintain internal peace and to conduct external war'and at the same time 
to secure a larger share of wealth for the hierarchical elites. Ruled by a Chieftain or a king 
selected from among tlic elites, this regime, to discharge its above functions, required fram 
its subject people, first of all, an effective loyalty to the authority-in-power which was 
accomplished on the coercive basis of power through political exploitation; but this regime, 
at the same time, wa* able to provide its people with a higher standard of subsistence living 
in the form of econamic conservation. That is te Say, economics was placed in the service of 


politics in this end regime. 


Thus in the bipolar regimes of hunting - gathering society the initial regime had an 
economic basis and the end regime had a political basis. 


In agricultural society, man disc: vered that nature was friendly’ to him in his farming 
way of life together vaith domestication of animals. 
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With great improvement in techno-culture, manual labour now could produce corns 
and crafts in ever increasing volumes that were unknown in the past. But this was possible only 
if supply of cheap labour could be ensured. And for this purpose, elites looked to slaves as 
the easiest source of such labour. For slaves were ex-prisoners of war, homeless, deprived of 
instruments of labour and above all, were owned by their masters. 


Therefore, from among various social formations, slave-holding economy of the 


Roman Villa, thoroughly systemised, came out as the historical type of the initial regime of - 


agricultural society. 


It was obvious that economic exploitation of slaves would be result of its economic 
basis. But slaves were not just Servatus whose lives were spared by grace. They were made to 
be alive. Living slaves were necessary for sustaining a slave economy. Hence granting life to 
slaves was a measure of political conservation. 


But European feudalism as the end regime of agricultural society. certainly did not 
have an economic basis for its working. It is admit:ed by all concerned that peasants and serfs, 
under feudalism, were possessors of means of production as direct producers; yet they were 
forced to produce ‘surplus products’ for their respective lords. Marx, too, cannot but observe 
that under feudalism exists 'a direct relationship of lordship and servitude so that the direct 
producer is not free ...... under such conditios the surplus - labour for the nominal owner 
of the land can only be extorted from (the direct producers) by other than economic 

‘pressure, whatever the form assumed nyay be. '? Having said all these, Marx however, directly 
“contradicting his such views, finally upholds the invariability of only an economic basis, 
following his own 1859 Preface. In our opinion, the example of European feudalism clearly 
shows how political means of power under appropriate conditions, dominates over 


_ economic means of production and thus becomes the determinant element in the formation 


of basis of a regime. 


Indeed, political exploitation was the basis upon which European feudalism arose. But, 
simultaneously, not without an economic conservation. Under slave-holding regimes, 
economic exploitation reduced slaves just to living animals. But under feudalism, the direct 
producer had the status of a peasant or that ofa serf, but never that ofa slave. The result was 
that under feudalism, living conditions of a peasant were conomically much better than that 
of a slave and this was the result of economic conservation under feudalisin. 


Thus slave-holding regime had an economic hasis whereas European feudalism was 
founded upon a political basis. 


Agricultural Society had its culmination when the end regime of feudalisin was 
overthrown. But history did not stop there. It went further beyond 


We have already told that exploitation and con. «vation are the results of interaction 
between state and market, the political and economic means of powerand production that are 
always present in the process of formation of man’s social property. That is why, by being 
a 
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effective holders of social property, it is the elites that rule over the masses of people through 
“alternating domination of state and market in all regimes. 


But the strategic roles of state and market become clearly felt only in the formation of 
capitalism and socialism, ihe initial and end regime of industrial society, as because, only 
here, sufficiently developed forms of state and market are readily available. 


` Itis on record that ina market dominated economic basis of capitalism e.g. British 
capitalism of the 18th and 19th centuries, people suffered from an abject poverty through 
economic exploitation but at the same time, common men were beginning to enjoy 
democratic rights by way of political conservation. 


Butinastate-dominated political basis of Soviet socialism, after a few years of formation 
of the same, people as a whole were subject to a political exploitation under dictatorship of 
the party elites but along with a provision of minimum necessities for the people as their 
economic conservation. 


Heré again, we find, the same sequential alternation between economic and politics 
as these in turn, become basis and superstructure of capitalism and socialism. This is obvious. 
Because this is exactly the pattern. And we have already noted how this pattern has worked 
through all the previous regimes. 


For the purpose of recapitulation, however, a schematic representation of regimes with 
respective structures and their effects of exploitation and conservation under the law of 
sequential alternation between relational opposites is given below in a Table : 


Corresponding 


Regimes Super- 


structure | Exploit...ion Conservation 
Pre-tribal . 


Political Economic Political 
community 


 Post-tribal Political Economic Political 
community j 
Slave- Economic | ` Political Economic 
TR 


| Feudal e| Political Political | Economic | 
Industrial 


Two very important conclusions follow from this discussion of alternative historism. 


Economic 


Hunting- 
gathering 


Economic 


Agricultural 


Socialist 


One, about progress of mankind. As regimes have developed from lower to higher 
stages in succession over time, both exploitation and conservation have contributed to 
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overall progress of mankind. This is an undisputed fact anci this forms the rockbed of reality. 
Growing surplus products, a result of exploitation, have progressively improved man's 
standard of material living as a whole, though elites always have a greater share of these 
products; but at the same time, we note that progressive conservation is man’s journey from 
bare security of life to gradual flowering of democracy with increasing emphasis on human 
rights in this process. 


’ 


Two, about pattern as the dialectical key. This pattern, a product of dialectical 
methodology, to repeat once again, is thoroughly absent in Marx’s theory of historical 
materialism though this dialectical pattern is empirically confirmed by historical facts. 
Therefore, Marx’s historical materialism is neither historical nor logical. Lenin has told us, 
‘The Marxist doctrine is omnipotent because it is true."* But in absence of this pattern, this 
wise (!) saying of Lenin no doubt is meaningless and without any extrapolating value. 


Depending upon these two conclusions, within the general framework of overall 
progress, we shall now make use of this pattern as the key to understand what kind of society 
and initial regime are coming to stay in decades ahead as industrial society is going out. 


Thus this historism, as presentation of the how to the whatanswers the fundamental 
question of man’s social life. Obviously, this historism does not suffer from the myth of 
Scientific communism, For communism is not a techno-cultural mode; and a communist 
regime is not possible to appear where exploitation as a dialectical category, could ever be 
eliminated; therefore, communism either as society or as regime does not occupy any place 
in this historism as an answer to the fundamental question of social life. 


The next higher forms and beyond 


It becomes possible to look at the historic type of socialism afresh as it is now freed from the 
fetters of communist utopia and Marx’s theory of historical materialism, 


With its falls, Marxian socialism has lost its historical relevance which capitalism has 
lost long ago when it was succeeded by the then young socialism. Imperialism and Social- 
imperialism equally have no future on the same line. 


The point to note is that in historical order of progress, we cannnot bu. reaffirm, only 
historical types of societies and regimes are taken into consideration. Once obsolete, all so- 
called reconstruction of previous types are mere aberrations. Therefore, if Marxian socialism 
reappears somewhere and somehow, this will no longer represent a higher social form, 
either of society or of regime, as the present day capitalism does not. 


The hundred-year market socialism declared bv the butchers of the Tien An Men Square 
massacre on the line Hitler boasted about the thousand-year Reich is one such aberration. 
Certainly, this market socialism ¿f China, a product of socialist market economy , will have no 
place in the Periodic Table of historic types of society and regime. l 
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So what next? our answer is this. We require to understand that the epoch-making 
changes in the fields of science, technology and culture have already gone a long way to 
replace the industrial mode of techno-culture by a new mode. It is coming of this mode that 
has the future in a higher type of historic society; and the next higher initial regime surely 
originates in the society with this new mode but with a very different content of economic and 
political means that generate relations between men themselves. Such is the open-ended 
dialectical path of historical progress. 


To be sure, we do not speculate about new society and regime that are coming. But 
history is the Janus Phenomenon. Keeping this in mind, extrapolation is possible by using the 
pattern aforesaid as the key of dialectics in history. First, in the new historic society, a change 
of attitude from anti-nature to pro-nature will enable man to do his utmost for conservation 
of nature; second, informationas techno-culture will more and more enable people to discover 
patterned relationship hetween categorised events that will help as a guide to action; third, 
the initial regime that comes under the new techno-culture will have an economic basis with | 
a political superstructure; fourth, classically defined army of the industrial proletariat will be 
decreasing in number together with a steady rise in the number of small entrepreneurs 
propped up by groups of unorganised workers; fifth, elites will be less and less hereditary; 
sixth, struggle for more conservation and less exploitation will gain momentum in an 
unprecedented scale; and seventh, this will be aided by steady flow of information as we adopt 
the new techno-culture. 


In such a situation, thus, struggle of the oppressed masses for winning social justice 
remains crucial as before. 


While carrying on this struggle, we take cognition of all that is viable in the historical 
past; particularly, we are guided by the noble Marxist heritage that will inspire mankind for- 
ever in our confrontation against power that be for winning battles of just cause. Following 
this truth of reason, we, however, look at man, in to-day's context, as being of praxis with 
concrete historical task. What does it mean? Some twenty four hundred years ago, Protagoras 
said, ‘Manis the measure of everything’. To-day, Protagoras needs amendment: not man 
as such, but man-in-nature i: the measure of everything. And so, praxis, too, is subject to re- 
formulation. 


Now that the panacea of Marxian socialism has become obsolete, we have entered into 
a great period of transition. In such a period, struggle of the masses against elites demands 
a praxis that must be placed on a moral footing. Such is the concrete historical task. Thus, 
our heritagc.does not end with the Marxist one, it goes beyond. As we look forward for an 
informational future which is, above all, human on a ecological scale, the anti-morality of 
industrial society must be overcome with rediscovery of the moral question in the form of civil 
disobedience against power-brokers of establishment and this new praxis will go a long way 
to achieve a historic necessity’: means will have to justify ends. 
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